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[4110-02-M] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH, 
EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Offite  of  Education 

[45  ait  Parti  116  and  116o] 

FINANCIAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  LOCAL  COUSA- 
TICftAl  AGENCcS  TO  ^BET  THE  SKOAL 
EDUCATIONAL  NEEDS  OF  EOUCAT iONAJ.LV 
DEPRIVED  AND  NEGLECTED  AND  DELIN¬ 
QUENT  Oi'LDREN 

Evocation  Requirements 

AGENCY:  Office  of  Education,  HEW. 
ACTION:  Proposed  rule. 

SUMMARY:  The  Commissioner  of 
Education  proposes  amendments  gov¬ 
erning  the  administration  cf  programs 
and  projects  authorized  by  Title  I  of 
the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  of  1365.  These  regulations  are 
required  by  the  Education  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1974  and  1973.  For  projects 
conducted  by  local  educational  agen-. 
cies  (LEAS),  the  regulations  provide 
evaluation  standards  and  amend  exist¬ 
ing  requirements  governing  evaluation 
frequency.  The  regulations  also  speci¬ 
fy  models  for  evaluating  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  LEA  projects  providing  instruc¬ 
tional  services  in  reading,  language 
arts,  or  mathematics. 

DATES:  Comments  must  be  received 
on  or  before  March  26, 1979. 

Public  meetings  will  be  held  on  the 
following  dates: 

Boston,  Massachusetts,  March  9,  1979.  1-5 
p  in.  and  7-19  p.m. 

Atlanta,  Georgia,  March  12,  1979,  1-5  p.m. 
and  7-10  p.m. 

Kansas  City,  Missouri,  March  14,  1979,  1-5 
p.m.  and  7-10  p.m. 

San  Francisco,  California.  March  16.  1979, 
1-5  p.m.  and  7-10  p.m. 

ADDRESSES:  Comments  should  be 
sent  to  Dr.  Judith  Burnes,  Office  of 
Evaluation  and  Dissemination.  U.S. 
Office  of  Education,  Room  3049,  400 
Maryland  Avenue,  SW.,  Washington, 
D.C.  2Q2Q2.  Comments  will  be  availa¬ 
ble  for  public  inspection  at  the  above 
address,  between  8:30  a.m.  and  4:00 
p.m.,  Monday  through  Friday,  except 
for  Federal  holidays.  Both  a  partial 
preliminary  draft  of  the  evaluation 
section  of  a  Title  I  Policy  Manual  and 
a  report  describing  technical  aspects 
of  the  models  may  be  obtained  by 
writing  to  the  same  address.  The 
public  meetings  will  be  held  at  the  fol¬ 
lowing  locations: 

Boston.  Massachusetts,  Administration 
Building,  Boston  School  Department, 
Boston  Committee  Hearing  Room,  23 
Court  Street. 

Atlanta,  Georgia,  Pryor  Street  Elementary 
School,  School  Auditorium,  200  Doane 
Street  S.W. 

Kansas  City,  Missouri,  Board  of  Education 
Building,  Auditorium,  1211  McGee  Street. 


San  Francisco,  California,  Anza  School, 

School  Auditorium,  40  Vega  Street. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION 
CONTACT: 

Dr.  Judith  Burnes,  202-245-8364. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

A.  Legislative  Background 

Title  I  of  the  Elementary  and  Sec¬ 
ondary  Education  Act  of  1965,  as 
amended  by  the  Educaion  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1978,  provides  financial  as¬ 
sistance  to  local  education  agencies 
(LEAs)  for  programs  to  meet  the  spe¬ 
cial  educational  needs  of  educationally 
deprived  children  in  areas  with  con¬ 
centrations  of  children  from  low 
income  families.  Title  I  also  provides 
funds  to  State  educational  agencies 
(SEAs)  and  other  State  agencies  to 
meet  the  special  educational  needs  of 
handicapped  and  neglected  or  delin¬ 
quent  children,  including  those  in 
adult  correctional  institutions,  and  for 
educational  programs  for  migratory 
children. 

Section  124(g)(1)  of  Title  I  requires 
each  LEA  receiving  a  Title  I  grant  to 
conduct  an  evaluation  of  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  its  program  in  meeting  the  spe¬ 
cial  educational  needs  of  educationally 
deprived  children.  Section  172  requires 
SEAs  to  report  the  results  of  the  LEA 
evaluations  to  the  Commissioner.  Sub¬ 
sections  (b)  and  (d)  of  section  183 
extend  these  evaluation  provisiosns  by 
requiring  that: 

(b)  The  Commissioner  shall  (1)  develop 
and  publish  standards  for  evaluation  of  pro¬ 
gram  or  project  effectiveness  in  achieving 
the  objectives  of  this  title,  and  (2)  develop, 
in  consultation  with  State  educational  agen¬ 
cies,  a  schedule  for  conducting  evaluations 
under  Section  124(g)  designed  to  ensure 
that  evaluations  are  conducted  in  repre¬ 
sentative  samples  of  the  LEAs  In  any  State 
each  year  •  •  •. 

(d)  The  Commissioner  shall  provide  to 
State  educational  agencies,  models  for  eval¬ 
uations  of  all  programs  conducted  under 
this  title  .  .  .  which  shall  include  uniform 
procedures  and  criteria  to  be  utilized  by 
local  educational  agencies,  as  well  as  by  the 
State  agency  in  the  evaluation  of  such  pro¬ 
grams  •  •  *. 

Section  183(f)  further  clarifies  the 
nature  of  the  Commissioner’s  obliga¬ 
tion: 

The  models  developed  by  the  Commission¬ 
er  shall  specify  objective  criteria  which 
shall  be  utilized  in  the  evaluation  of  all  pro¬ 
grams  and  shall  outline  techniques  •  •  •  and 
methodology  •  •  *  for  producing  data  which 
are  comparable  on  a  statewide  and  nation¬ 
wide  basis. 

The  Commissioner  has  developed 
three  evaluation  models  which  are  in¬ 
tended  to  produce  valid  evaluations 
and  yield  nationally  comparable  data. 
These  models  apply  to  projects  which 
are  funded  under  Part  A,  Subpart  1  of 
Title  I  (Basic  Grants  to  Local  Educa¬ 
tional  Agencies)  and  which  offer  in¬ 


struction  in  reading,  language  arts,  or 
mathematics  in  grades  2  through  12. 
Work  is  currently  under  way  to  devel¬ 
op  evaluation  models  for  programs  for 
migrants  (authorized  under  section 
141  of  the  Act),  for  children  in  State 
institutions  for  the  neglected  or  delin¬ 
quent  (authorized  under  section  151  of 
the  Act),  and  for  preschool  and  early 
elementary  school  children. 

B.  Scope  of  Proposed  Regulations 

The  proposed  regulations  address 
several  evaluation  requirements  of 
Title  I.  They  are  primarily  concerned 
with  implementing  the  evaluation 
models  and  standards  required  by  sec¬ 
tion  183.  However,  they  also  implment 
certain  evaluation  provisions  of  the 
Education  Amendments  of  1978  which 
apply  to  LEAs  receiving  grants  under 
the  Basic  Grants  Program.  These  eva- 
luaton  requirements  serve  two  pur¬ 
poses.  At  the  local  level,  they  provide 
LEAs  with  neeed  information  about 
the  effectiveness  of  their  Title  I  pro¬ 
jects.  Summarized  across  LEAs,  they 
are  intended  to  provide  State  and  Fed¬ 
eral  officials  with  a  nationwide  picture 
of  the  progress  of  Title  I  children.  The 
proposed  regulations  are  designed  to 
ensure  that  technically  sound  and 
comparable  evaluation  data  are  availa¬ 
ble  at  the  State  and  national  level.  A 
future  revision  of  other  parts  of  the 
Title  I  regulations  will  include  require¬ 
ments  concerning  the  local  use  of  eval¬ 
uation  data  for  program  improvement. 

In  particular,  the  proposed  regula¬ 
tions  include: 

(1)  For  all  SEA  Title  I  evaluation  re¬ 
ports,  a  change  in  the  deadline  for 
submission;  and  for  SEA  reports  con¬ 
cerning  programs  and  projects  funded 
under  Part  A,  Subpart  1  (Basic  Grants 
to  Local  Educational  Agencies),  a 
change  in  reporting  frequency  from  an 
annual  to  a  biennial  requirement. 

(2)  For  all  LEAs  funded  under  the 
Basic  Grants  Program,  provisions 
specifying  evaluation  standards  and 
indicating  the  frequency  and  duration 
of  evaluations;  and 

(3)  For  LEAs  funded  under  the  Basic 
Grants  Program  and  providing  in¬ 
struction  in  reading,  language  arts,  or 
mathematics  in  grades  2  through  12, 
provisions  prescribing  models  for  eval¬ 
uating  project  effectiveness. 

C.  Development  of  the  Evaluation 

Models 

In  keeping  with  the  requirements  of 
section  183  (b)  and  (d),  the  models 
have  been  developed  through  a  proc¬ 
ess  that  included  extensive  consulta¬ 
tion  with  SEAs,  LEAs,  and  other  inter¬ 
ested  parties.  First,  Congressional  and 
other  Federal  officials  were  inter¬ 
viewed  concerning  their  information 
needs.  Then,  Title  I  personnel  in  all 
States  and  some  territories  were  con- 
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tacted  regarding  methodological  and 
practical  issues  in  Title  I  evaluation. 

Based  on  this  information,  prelimi¬ 
nary  models  were  developed.  These 
models  were  then  extensively  reviewed 
and  revised  by  experts  in  research 
methodology.  Title  I  SEA  personnel  in 
all  57  States  and  territories,  personnel 
from  at  least  three  LEAs  in  each 
State,  and  representatives  of  other 
groups  concerned  with  Title  I  evalua¬ 
tion. 

The  models  have  been  disseminated 
through  a  series  of  regional  workshops 
and  through  the  efforts  of  the  Techni¬ 
cal  Assistance  Center  established  in 
each  HEW  region  (under  contract  to 
the  Office  of  Education)  to  assist 
State  and  local  educational  agencies  in 
implementing  the  models.  Many  LEAs 
are  trying  the  models  on  a  voluntary 
basis,  with  more  than  50  percent  of 
the  Title  I  school  districts  in  the  coun¬ 
try  implementing  one  of  the  models  in 
at  least  some  schools  during  the  1978- 
79  school  year. 

The  models  reflect  a  compromise  be¬ 
tween  technical  rigor  and  feasibility 
for  evaluating  Title  I  projects.  In  their 
current  form,  they  represent  an  im¬ 
provement  over  the  practices  and  pro¬ 
cedures  of  many  locally  conducted 
Title  I  evaluations.  Technical  ques¬ 
tions  remain,  however,  and  further  ex¬ 
ploration  and  analysis  are  required  t,o 
arrive  at  the  best  possible  answers.  Ex¬ 
amples  of  issues  requiring  further  ex¬ 
ploration  are  the  extent  to  which  the 
different  models  yield  comparable 
data,  and  the  best  method  for  report¬ 
ing  evaluation  results.  These  and 
other  issues  were  discussed  at  a  recent 
meeting  with  representatives  of  State 
Title  I  Coordinators  and  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Evaluation  and  Information 
Systems  of  the  Council  Of  Chief  State 
School  Officers.  Work  is  already  under 
way  to  address  some  of  these  issues. 
Additional  work  is  being  planned  to  in¬ 
vestigate  others. 

D.  Regulations  Development 

In  order  to  provide  State  and  Feder¬ 
al  officials,  and  the  Congress,  with 
needed  information  about  the  success 
of  Title  I,  the  Commissioner  proposes 
to  publish  regulations  to  implement 
section  123.  As  further  technical  anal¬ 
ysis  leads  to  refinements  in  either  the 
models  or  the  process  for  reporting 
evaluation  results,  revisions  in  these 
regulations  may  be  necessary.  It  is  the 
Commissioner's  intent  to  reconsider, 
and  if  necessary,  revise  the  regulations 
after  a  three  year  period,  based  on  in¬ 
formation  available  at  that  time.  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  State  and  local  educa¬ 
tional  agencies  will  be  invited  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  this  review.  Any  needed 
changes  in  the  regulations  will  be 
made  at  that  time. 

In  response  to  a  request  from  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  Chief  State  School  Offi¬ 


cers,  a  preliminary  draft  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  regulations  was  sent  for  review 
to  Title  I  personnel  in  all  SEAs  and 
LEAs  receiving  Title  I  funds.  The  pro¬ 
posed  regulations  reflect  comments 
and  suggestions  made  in  response  to 
this  draft  and  to  an  earlier  memoran¬ 
dum  sent  to  each  State  requesting 
comments  on  several  Issues  concerning 
section  183. 

E.  The  Proposed  Regulations 

The  proposed  regulations  amend 
Part  116a  of  Title  I  to  include  a  new 
Subpart  D,  Evaluation.  They  also 
amend  Part  116  of  the  Title  I  regula¬ 
tions  by  changing  the  frequency  and 
deadline  for  the  SEA  evaluation 
report  of  LEA  programs  and  projects. 

In  developing  the  proposed  regula¬ 
tions,  consideration  was  given  to  the 
question  of  the  appropriate  level  of 
detail  to  be  included.  In  responding  to 
an  earlier  draft  of  the  regulations, 
most  State  and  local  personnel  indicat¬ 
ed  a  preference  for  restricting  the  reg¬ 
ulations  to  the  major  requirements  of 
the  models  and  technical  standards, 
and  for  providing  implementation  de¬ 
tails  in  a  manual  which  would  be  up¬ 
dated  as  new  information  becomes 
available.  Following  this  suggestion, 
the  proposed  regulations  describe  only 
the  major  requirements  of  the  models 
and  standards. 

Guidance  about  alternative  ways  of 
implementing  the  regulations,  includ¬ 
ing  examples  of  appropriate  solutions 
to  typical  problems,  will  be  provided 
by  an  evaluation  section  of  the  Title  I 
Policy  Manual.  This  section  of  the 
manual  will  be  concerned  with  appro¬ 
priate  sampling  techniques,  acceptable 
procedures  for  implementing  model  re¬ 
quirements,  and  other  evaluation 
issues.  A  partial  preliminary  draft  of 
the  evaluation  section  is  currently 
available  and  may  be  obtained  from 
the  address  given  above.  A  complete 
draft  of  the  evaluation  section  will  be 
available  for  review  at  the  time  of  pub¬ 
lication  of  final  regulations. 

Change  in  SEA  reporting  frequency 
and  deadline.  Many  States  find  it  dif¬ 
ficult  to  report  the  results  of  Title  I 
evaluations  by  November  15th,  as  re¬ 
quired  by  45  CFR  116.7  of  the  current 
regulations.  To  give  the  States  more 
time,  the  proposed  regulations  change 
this  reporting  date  to  January  1  for  all 
programs  and  projects  funded  under 
Title  I.  In  order  to  reduce  reporting 
burden,  the  frequency  of  SEA  evalua¬ 
tion  reporting  is  changed  from  an 
annual  to  a  biennial  requirement  for 
those  programs  and  projects  funded 
under  the  LEA  Basic  Grants  Program. 
However,  the  current  annual  require¬ 
ment  for  a  Financial  Status  and  Per¬ 
formance  Report  is  continued. 

The  technical  standard.  Section 
183(b)  requires  the  Commissioner  to 
publish  “standards  for  evaluation  of 


program  or  project  effectiveness”. 
Four  standards  have  been  selected: 

(1)  A  requirement  that  evaluation 
participants  (e.g.,  children,  teachers, 
parents,  schools,  LEAs)  be  representa¬ 
tive  of  those  served  by  the  program; 

(2)  A  requirement  that  evaluation 
instruments  and  procedures  be  reliable 
and  valid; 

(3)  A  requirement  that  evaluation 
procedures  be  developed  so  that  errors 
are  minimized;  and 

(4)  A  requirement  that  valid  meas¬ 
ures  be  used  to  assess  project  effec¬ 
tiveness  in  reading,  language  art.  and 
mathematics. 

In  the  proposed  regulations,  the  use 
of  the  term  “standards"  is  not  intend¬ 
ed  to  imply  that  LEA  evaluations  must 
achieve  a  specific  level  for  each  stand¬ 
ard  in  order  to  be  acceptable.  Rather, 
the  standards  represent  a  set  of  char¬ 
acteristics  that  all  evaluations  of  Title 
I  projects  must  strive  to  achieve. 

Many  factors  will  influence  the 
extent  to  which  a  given  LEA  evalua¬ 
tion  can  achieve  the  goal  implied  by 
the  standard.  These  include  limited 
availability  of  instruments  appropriate 
for  some  LEA  populations  and  objec¬ 
tives,  the  likely  impact  of  high  attri¬ 
tion  rates  on  the  representativeness  of 
the  sample,  and  other  factors. 

The  proposed  regulations  require 
the  LEA  to  explain,  in  its  application, 
how  its  evaluation  plan  addresses  each 
of  the  standards.  They  also  require 
the  SEA  to  use  the  standards  in  judg¬ 
ing  the  adequacy  of  the  LEA’s  plan. 
Both  the  LEA  in  developing  its  plan, 
and  the  SEA,  in  judging  it,  will  have  to 
take  into  account  the  practical  consid¬ 
erations  which  constrain  the  LEA’s 
ability  to  adhere  to  a  strict  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  the  standards. 

The  development  of  an  appropriate 
evaluation  plan  is  not  a  guarantee  that 
competeiy  valid  results  will  be  ob¬ 
tained.  In  summarizing  the  results  of 
local  evaluations,  SEA  officials  may 
decide  to  exclude  some  local  data  be¬ 
cause  of  questionable  validity.  When 
this  is  necessary,  the  proposed  regula¬ 
tions  require  the  SEA  to  report  the 
number  of  these  eliminations  and  the 
reasons  for  their  occurrence. 

Scope  of  the  evaluation  models.  Eval¬ 
uation  activities  in  Title  I  have  several 
purposes.  They  include  the  assessment 
of  the  effectiveness  of  Title  I  services 
and  the  identification  of  individual 
project  strengths  and  weaknesses  for 
the  purpose  of  project  revision  and  im¬ 
provement.  Although  the  proposed 
models  are  concerned  with  only  the 
most  common  Title  I  objectives, 
achievement  gains  in  reading,  lan¬ 
guage  arts,  and  mathematics.  State 
and  local  educational  agencies  are  en¬ 
couraged  to  evaluate  all  of  their  proj¬ 
ect  objectives  and  to  collect  whatever 
data  are  needed  for  local  decision 
making. 
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LEA  evaluation  model  requirements. 
The  proposed  regulations  state  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  three  models  that 
may  be  used  to  evaluate  Title  I  LEA 
projects  providing  services  in  reading, 
language  arts,  and  mathematics  in 
grades  2  through  12.  The  models  de¬ 
scribe  basic  evaluation  desgins  for  esti¬ 
mating  the  effects  of  participation  in 
Title  I  projects.  The  effect  of  partici¬ 
pation  in  the  project  (i.e.,  the  Title  I 
impact)  is  defined  as  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  Title  I  children’s  perform¬ 
ance  on  a  test  administered  at  the  end 
of  the  project  and  an  estimate  of  what 
that  performance  would  have  been  if 
these  children  had  not  received  Title  I 
services  (“expected  performance”). 

The  three  models  differ  in  how  the 
estimate  of  exepcted  performance  is 
developed.  Although  certain  proce¬ 
dures  must  be  followed  to  make  the  es¬ 
timate  valid,  the  models  are  flexible  in 
order  to  permit,  as  far  as  possible, 
local  use  of  preferred  tests,  different 
scales,  and  the  most  appropriate  test 
schedules. 

The  Norm-Referenced  Model  uses 
the  currently  popular  evaluation  strat¬ 
egy  of  pre-  and  post-testing  the  Title  I 
children,  and  comparing  their  per¬ 
formance  to  the  table  of  norms  accom¬ 
panying  the  test.  In  this  model,  ex¬ 
pected  performance  is  estimated  by  as¬ 
suming  that,  without  Title  I  services, 
the  Title  1  children  would  maintain 
their  percentile  status  relative  to  a  na¬ 
tional  or  local  norm  group  from  pre¬ 
test  to  post-test. 

Note.— Under  certain  conditions,  it  may 
be  appropriate  to  assume  that  Title  I  chil¬ 
dren’s  percentile  status  would  change— 
either  up  or  down— relative  to  the  norm 
group.  Tnis  possibility  will  be  discussed  in 
the  Policy  Manual. 

Norm-Referenced  Model  users  may 
select  any  achievement  test  for  which 
adequate  normative  data  have  been 
collected  from  representative  samples 
drawn  from  national.  State,  or  local 
populations.  The  amount  of  gain  at¬ 
tributable  to  Title  I  is  computed 
(using  appropriated  statistical  proce¬ 
dures)  by  determining  the  pretest  per¬ 
centile  status  of  the  Title  I  children 
from  the  norms  table  and  obtaining 
the  expected  performance  from  the 
post-test  norms  table,  assuming  the 
Title  I  children  would  maintain  the 
same  percentile  status.  The  Title  I 
impact  is  the  difference  between  the 
observed  post-test  score  and  the  ex¬ 
pected  performance. 

The  Comparison  Group  Model  is  the 
classical  experimental  design  in  which 
the  performance  of  Title  I  children  is 
compared  to  that  of  another  group. 
Ideally,  individual  children  should  be 
randomly  assigned  to  Title  I  and  com¬ 
parison  groups.  Because  Title  I  serv¬ 
ices  are  provided  to  those  children 
with  the  greatest  need,  the  random  as- 
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signment  method  is  usually  not  possi- 
bile. 

However,  the  model  can  also  be  used 
where  small  differences  which  could 
affect  the  results  are  known  or  as¬ 
sumed  to  exist  between  the  two 
groups.  A  pretest  is  given  to  both 
groups  to  determine  the  extent  of  the 
differences  between  them,  and  a  sta¬ 
tistical  adjustment  is  made  to  compen¬ 
sate,  as  much  as  possible,  for  any  in¬ 
equality.  Expected  performance  is  de¬ 
termined  by  the  post-test  scores  of  the 
comparison  group,  assuming  that  this 
provides  a  good  estimate  of  how  much 
the  Title  I  children  would  have  scored 
had  they  not  received  Title  I  services. 
The  Title  I  impact  is  the  difference  be¬ 
tween  the  post-test  scores  of  the  two 
groups  after  any  necessary  adjust¬ 
ments  are  made. 

The  Comparison  Group  Model  is 
often  difficult  to  implement  in  Title  I 
projects  because  of  the  problems  en 
countered  in  obtaining  suitable  com¬ 
parison  groups.  There  are  a  few  situa¬ 
tions,  however,  where  implementation 
is  clearly  feasible.  For  example,  in  pro¬ 
jects  that  last  half  a  school  year  or 
less,  the  pool  of  eligible  children  can 
be  randomly  assigned  to  sessions. 
Thus,  children  assigned  to  the  second 
session  can  serve  as  comparisons  for 
those  currently  receiving  Title  I  serv¬ 
ices.  A  second  situation  in  which  this 
model  is  appropriate  exists  in  large, 
homogeneous  districts  where  schools 
not  eligible  to  receive  Title  I  funds  are 
quite  similar  to  those  that  do.  In  t  his 
case,  students  from  the  non- Title  I 
schools  may  be  used  as  a  comparison 
group  for  the  Title  I  evaluation. 

In  the  Special  Regression  Model,  a 
group  of  children  is  divided  into  Title 
I  and  comparison  groups  based  on  a 
pretest  cutoff  score.  Title  I  services 
are  provided  to  children  scoring  below 
the  cutoff.  Children  scoring  above  the 
cutoff  are  the  comparison  group  for 
the  evaluation.  Expected  performance 
is  estimated  from  the  pretest  and  post¬ 
test  scores  of  the  comparison  group  by 
applying  a  statistical  procedure  known 
as  the  regression  model.  This  model, 
when  properly  applied,  will  yield  an 
estimate  of  expected  performance  that 
takes  into  account  differences  between 
the  two  groups  that  are  not  the  result 
of  Title  I  services. 

Because  the  Special  Regression 
Mode!  requires  pretesting  and  post¬ 
testing  both  Title  I  and  comparison 
groups,  it  may  be  more  easily  imple¬ 
mented  in  situations  where  schoolwide 
or  districtwide  testing  programs  are 
also  being  conducted.  Guidance  about 
the  appropriate  size  of  Title  I  and 
comparison  groups,  as  well  as  informa¬ 
tion  about  other  implementation  pro¬ 
cedures  for  all  of  the  models,  will  be 
provided  in  the  Title  I  Policy  Manual. 

Alternative  models.  Although  it  is 
expected  that  at  least  one  of  the  three 


models  will  be  appropriate  for  most 
Title  I  evaluations  of  reading,  lan¬ 
guage  arts,  and  mathematics  in  grades 
2  through  12,  some  local  eduational 
agencies  may  wish  to  use  an  alterna¬ 
tive  model.  An  alternative  model 
would  use  a  different  strategy  for  esti¬ 
mating  the  expected  performance  of 
Title  I  children  than  is  used  by  any  of 
the  three  models. 

Reactions  to  an  earlier  draft  of  the 
regulations  indicated  that  a  majority 
of  commentors  felt  that  both  State 
and  Federal  approval  of  alternatives 
should  be  required  before  their  use,  al¬ 
though  some  commentors  felt  that 
State  approval  would  be  sufficient. 
The  proposed  regulations  require  the 
approval  of  both  the  SEA  and  the 
Commissioner.  The  Commissioner  is 
required  to  respond  in  writing  to  a 
proposal  for  an  alternative  model 
within  30  days  of  its  receipt. 

LEA  evaluation  frequency.  Section 
124  of  Title  I,  as  amended  by  the  Edu¬ 
cation  Amendments  of  1978,  contains 
two  evaluation  requirements.  Each 
LEA  must  evaluate  the  effectiveness 
of  its  Title  I  projects  at  least  once 
every  three  years,  in  accordance  with 
a  schedule  established  by  the  Commis¬ 
sioner.  This  amended  requirement  rep¬ 
resents  a  reduction  in  the  data  collec¬ 
tion  burden  imposed  on  IF. As  receiv¬ 
ing  Title  I  funds.  However,  to  ensure 
that  results  from  a  representative 
sample  of  LEAs  within  a  State  are 
available  each  year,  LEA  evaluations 
must  occur  according  to  a  schedule  es¬ 
tablished  by  the  Commissioner.  The 
results  of  these  evaluations  are  reprot- 
ed  to  the  SEA,  which  in  turn,  reports 
Statewide  results  from  the  LEA  pro¬ 
gram  to  the  Commissioner  on  a  bienni¬ 
al  basis. 

In  evaluations  conducted  according 
to  the  established  schedule,  the  pro¬ 
posed  regulations  permit  the  LEA  to 
measure  achievement  gains  over  a 
period  of  approximately  either  nine  of 
twelve  months.  This  would  permit  the 
LEA  to  use  any  one  of  several  testing 
cycles,  Including  fall  to  fall  testing, 
fall  to  spring  testing,  and  spring  to 
spring  testing. 

The  proposed  regulations  also  re¬ 
quire  the  LEA  to  collect  additional  in¬ 
formation  to  determine  whether  the 
achievement  gains  measured  over  nine 
or  twelve  months  are  sustained  over  a 
longer  period  of  time.  Information  ob¬ 
tained  from  this  long  term  evaluation 
is  to  be  used  at  the  local  level  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  achievement  gains  of 
Title  I  children  are  sustained  beyond 
the  school  year  in  which  the  project  is 
conducted.  Section  124(k)  of  the  Edu¬ 
cation  Amendments  of  1978  requires 
LEAs  to  consider  these  long  term 
benefits  in  planning  subsequent  Title  I 
projects.  The  LEA  is  not  required  to 
report  the  results  of  long  term  evalua¬ 
tions  to  the  SEA.  Similarly,  the  SEA  is 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL  44,  NO.  27— WEDNESDAY,  FEBRUARY  7,  1979 


PROPOSED  RULES 


7917 


Some  commentors  to  the  earlier 
draft  regulations  requested  clarifica¬ 
tion  of  how  specific  variables  were  to 
be  measured.  As  a  first  step  in  develop¬ 
ing  the  State  reporting  form,  regional 
workshop  sessions  will  be  held  for  SEA 
officials.  Appropriate  definitions  of 
the  reporting  variables  will  be  dis¬ 
cussed  and  developed  at  these  sessions. 
The  form  will  then  be  subject  to  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
forms  clearance  procedures.  As  part  of 
this  process,  the  reporting  require¬ 
ments  will  be  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  for  public  comment.  Addi¬ 
tional  clarifications  concerning  the 
definitions  will  be  included  in  the 
Policy  Manual. 

Allowable  costs.  In  the  past,  it  has 
been  the  policy  of  the  Office  of  Educa¬ 
tion  that  Title  I  funds  may  not  be 
used  to  pay  for  the  costs  of  testing 
children  not  receiving  Title  I  services. 
However,  two  of  the  three  proposed 
models  require  testing  of  non-Title  I 
children  for  comparison  purposes.  To 
meet  the  requirements  of  these 
models,  the  proposed  regulations 
would  change  the  currrent  policy  to 
permit  Title  I  funds  to  pay  for  the 
testing  of  non-Title  I  children.  Title  I 
funds  may  be  used  for  this  purpose 
only  if  information  meeting  model  re¬ 
quirements  is  not  already  available 
through,  for  example,  a  districtwide 
testing  program. 

The  proposed  regulations  continue 
the  current  policy  that  Title  I  funds 
may  not  be  used  for  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  activities.  For  example,  the 
use  of  Title  I  funds  for  test  develop¬ 
ment  and  field  testing  is  not  permit¬ 
ted.  Title  I  funds  may  be  used,  howev¬ 
er,  for  the  development  of  reporting 
forms  that  are  needed  to  collect 
achievement  data  or  other  similar  in¬ 
formation  about  the  project. 

(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
Number  13.428,  Educationally  Deprived 
Children— Local  Educational  Agencies) 

Dated:  November  8, 1979. 


not  required  to  report  long  term  re¬ 
sults  to  the  Commissioner. 

The  LEA  may  use  any  one  of  several 
ways  of  conducting  the  long  term  eval¬ 
uation.  For  example,  an  LEA  evaluat¬ 
ing  its  project  over  a  nine  month 
period  by  testing  the  same  children 
from  fall  to  spring  could  satisfy  the 
long  term  requirement  by  testing 
again  the  following  fall  or  at  any  sub¬ 
sequent  point  during  the  three  year 
period.  An  LEA  using  a  twelve  month 
testing  cycle,  for  example,  a  spring  to 
spring  cycle,  could  satisfy  the  long 
term  requirement  by  testing  the  same 
children  the  following  fall  or  at  any 
subsequent  point  during  the  three 
years. 

The  LEA  may,  of  course,  evaluate  its 
projects  more  frequently  than  is  re¬ 
quired  by  the  proposed  regulations  to 
meet  information  needs  for  local  deci¬ 
sion  making.  The  long  term  assess¬ 
ment  does  not  necessarily  have  to 
follow  the  Commissioner’s  schedule, 
but  must  occur  at  some  point  during 
each  three  year  period. 

The  common  reporting  metric.  Sec¬ 
tion  183(f)  requires  the  models  devel¬ 
oped  by  the  Commissioner  to  yield 
data  which  are  comparable  on  a 
Statewide  and  nationwide  basis  so  that 
a  national  summary  of  Title  I  progress 
may  be  obtained.  One  way  of  achiev¬ 
ing  comparability  would  be  to  require 
each  LEA  to  administer  a  single  test  or 
one  of  a  prescribed  set  of  comparable 
tests.  However,  given  the  variety  of 
services,  children,  and  situations  in¬ 
cluded  in  Title  I,  it  is  not  appropriate 
to  mandate  a  single  set  of  tests. 

To  avoid  this,  while  still  meeting  the 
comparability  requirements  of  section 
183,  a  procedure  has  been  developed 
for  summarizing  evaluations  using  dif¬ 
ferent  tests  by  statistically  converting 
the  results  to  a  common  form,  called 
the  common  reporting  metric.  This 
common  metric  allows  local  achieve¬ 
ment  gains  from  different  tests  to  be 
expressed  in  a  nationally  comparable 
way. 

The  proposed  regulations  permit  the 
LEA  to  use  either  a  nationally  normed 
test,  or  a  test  without  national  norms, 
with  any  of  the  evaluation  models.  If  a 
test  without  national  norms  is  used, 
the  LEA  must  also  obtain  the  informa¬ 
tion  needed  to  convert  the  evaluation 
results  to  the  common  reporting 
metric.  The  Policy  Manual  will  de¬ 
scribe  several  procedures  for  making 
these  conversions. 

LEA  reporting  requirements.  For 
local  evaluation  purposes,  the  LEA 
may  use  any  one  of  several  scales  (e.g., 
percentiles,  or  standard  scores)  in  re¬ 
porting  its  results  to  interested  par¬ 
ties.  However,  the  results  must  eventu¬ 
ally  be  converted  to  the  common  re¬ 
porting  metric.  The  proposed  regula¬ 
tions  permit  this  conversion  to  be  done 
by  the  LEA,  or  with  the  prior  permis¬ 


sion  of  the  SEA,  the  LEA  may  submit 
the  necessary  information  to  the  SEA, 
which  will  then  make  the  conversion. 

The  proposed  regulations  require 
the  LEA  to  retain  all  the  data  used  to 
develop  its  report  to  the  SEA  for  a 
period  of  five  years  from  the  date  of 
the  report  or  until  any  pending  Feder¬ 
al  audit  has  been  resolved.  A  record  of 
individual  scores  must  be  kept,  al¬ 
though  it  is  not  necessary  to  keep  test 
booklets.  Also,  although  pre-  and  post¬ 
test  scores  must  be  kept  with  an  iden¬ 
tifying  code  to  be  matched  at  a  later 
date,  it  is  not  necessary  to  keep  scores 
identified  by  individual  child  name. 

SEA  reporting  requirements.  Section 
183(b)  requires  the  Commissioner  to 
develop  a  schedule  of  evaluations  de¬ 
signed  to  ensure  that  a  representative 
sample  of  LEA  evaluations  are  con¬ 
ducted  in  each  State  each  year.  After 
consulting  with  representatives  of 
State  and  local  educational  agencies, 
the  Commissioner  will  develop  a  pro¬ 
cedure  for  implementing  this  provi¬ 
sion,  including  a  schedule  and  criteria 
for  sampling  LEAs.  The  proposed  reg¬ 
ulations  require  the  SEA  to  submit  a 
proposed  sampling  plan  reflecting  the 
Commissioner’s  schedule  and  criteria, 
for  the  Commissioner’s  approval. 

Based  on  reports  submitted  by  SEAs, 
the  Commissoner  will  prepare  a  report 
for  Congress  summarizing  the  prog¬ 
ress  of  the  Title  I  program  nationwide. 
The  proposed  regulations  describe  the 
types  of  data  that  must  be  provided  by 
the  SEA  to  the  Commissioner.  The  re¬ 
quired  data  relate  to  two  information 
needs  at  the  national  level.  To  provide 
nationwide  information  about  the  re¬ 
cipients  of  Title  I  services  and  the 
types  of  services  delivered,  SEAs  are 
required  to  include  descriptive  infor¬ 
mation  about  their  projects.  The  pro¬ 
posed  regulations  continue  the  re¬ 
quirement  for  this  type  of  information 
in  the  annual  Performance  Report. 

In  addition,  to  provide  nationwide 
information  about  the  effectiveness  of 
Title  I  projects  offering  instructional 
services  in  reading,  language  arts,  or 
mathematics  in  grades  2  through  12, 
the  SEA  must  provide  an  evaluation 
report  containing  information  about 
project  effectiveness,  expressed  in  the 
common  reporting  metric.  Project  ef¬ 
fectiveness  data  must  be  reported  by 
grade  level,  hours  of  project  exposure, 
pupil  per  instructor  ratio,  and  project 
enrollment. 

To  reduce  reporting  burden,  the  pro¬ 
posed  regulations  change  the  SEA 
evaluation  report  for  LEA  programs 
from  an  annual  to  a  biennial  require¬ 
ment.  In  addition,  a  State  reporting 
form  is  being  developed  for  this  bi¬ 
ennial  report.  In  the  years  that  this 
report  is  due,  it  will  be  consolidated 
with  the  currently  required  Perform¬ 
ance  Report. 


Ernest  L.  Boyer, 
U.S.  Commissioner  of  Education. 


Joseph  A.  Califano,  Jr., 

Secretary  of  Health? 

Education,  and  Welfare. 

Accordingly,  §  116.7(a)  of  Title  45  of 
the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

§  116.7  Reports  by  State  educational  agen¬ 
cies. 

(a)  State  educational  agency  evalua¬ 
tion  reports.  The  SEA  shall  submit  to 
the  Commissioner  a  report  evaluating 
the  effectiveness  of  Title  I  programs 
and  projects  in  meeting  the  special 
educational  needs  of  participating 
children.  This  report  must  contain  in¬ 
formation  about  programs  and  pro- 


Approved:  January  22, 1979. 
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jects  conducted  during  the  school  year 
preceding  the  deadline  for  the  report. 

(1)  For  programs  and  projects  au¬ 
thorized  by  Part  B,  Subparts  1.  2,  and 
3  (Programs  for  Migratory  Children, 
for  Handicapped  Children,  and  for  Ne¬ 
glected  or  Delinquent  Children),  this 
report  is  due  on  January  1  of  each 
year. 

(2)  For  programs  and  projects  au¬ 
thorized  by  Part  A,  Subpart  1  (Basic 
Grants  to  Local  Educational  Agen¬ 
cies).  this  report  is  due  on  January  1, 
1581  and  January  1  of  every  alternate 
year  thereafter.  In  addition,  the  SEA 
shall  submit,  along  with  its  evaluation 
report,  the  evaluation  reports  of  two 
applicant  agencies  under  Part  A,  Sub- 
part  1  (Basic  Grants  to  Local  Educa¬ 
tional  Agencies),  including  one  from 
an  LEA  whose  allocation  for  the  cur¬ 
rent  fiscal  year  is  among  the  five  high¬ 
est  in  the  State. 

♦  •  •  *  • 

Part  116a  of  Title  45  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  is  amended  by 
adding  a  new  subpart  D  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

5s#tc MM*  D — 4hr«hco&MT 

Sec. 

IJ  6a. 30  Technical  standards 
116a.  31  Local  educational  agency  evalua¬ 
tion  models. 

Ii6a.32  Frequency  of  local  educational 
agency  evaluations. 

116a  33  Local  educational  agency  report¬ 
ing. 

116&.34  State  educational  agency  report¬ 
ing. 

1JS&.25  Allowable  costs. 

Svbvaii  O — EvoIwiMm 

§  116a  30  Technical  standards. 

Each  local  educational  agency  (LEA) 
shall  explain  in  its  application  how  its 
evaluation  plan  (required  by 
§  116a. 22(b)(3))  is  consistent  with  the 
following  technical  standards.  The 
State  educational  agency  (SEA)  shall 
use  these  same  standards  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  adequacy  of  the  LEA's  plan. 

(a)  Representativeness  of  evaluation 
findings.  The  evaluation  results  must 
be  computed  so  that  the  conclusions 
apply  to  the  persons,  schools  or  agen¬ 
cies  served  by  Title  L  This  may  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  including  in  the  evalua¬ 
tion  either  all,  or  a  representative 
sample  of  the  persons,  schools,  or 
agencies  served  by  the  project. 

(b)  Reliability  and  validity  of  evalu¬ 
ation  instruments  and  procedures. 
The  proposed  evaluation  instruments 
must  consistently  and  accurately' 
measure  the  accomplishment  of  proj¬ 
ect  objectives,  and  must  be  appropri¬ 
ate.  considering  factors  such  as  the 
age  or  background  of  the  persons 
served  by  the  project. 

(c)  Evaluation  procedures  that  mini¬ 
mize  error.  The  proposed  evaluation 


procedures  must  minimize  error  by  in¬ 
cluding  proper  administration  of  the 
evaluation  instruments,  accurate  scor¬ 
ing  and  transcription  of  results,  and 
use  of  analysis  procedures  whose  as¬ 
sumptions  apply  to  the  data  obtained 
from  the  evaluation. 

(d)  Valid  assessment  of  achievement 
gains  in  reading,  language  arts,  and 
mathematics.  In  assessing  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  Title  I  reading,  language 
arts,  and  mathematics  projects  in 
grades  2  through  12.  the  proposed 
evaluation  procedures  must  yield  a 
valid  measure  of  the  Title  I  children's 
performance  after  receiving  Title  I 
services,  compared  to  an  estimate  of 
what  their  performance  would  have 
been  in  the  absence  of  Title  I  services. 

(Section  183  of  the  Elementary  and  Second¬ 
ary  Education  Act  as  amended  by  the  Edu¬ 
cation  Amendments  of  19781 

§  1 16a.  3 1  Local  educational  agency  evalu¬ 
ation  models. 

(a)  Each  LEA  shall  use  one  of  the 
following  models,  or  an  approved  al¬ 
ternative.  in  the  evaluation  of  each 
Title  I  project  which  provides  instruc¬ 
tional  services  in  reading,  language 
arts,  or  mathematics,  in  grades  2 
through  12.  The  models  require  the 
administration  of  a  test  before  or  at 
the  beginning  of  services  for  the  proj¬ 
ect  period  (pretest)  and  after  or  at  the 
end  of  the  project  period  (post-test). 
Examples  of  appropriate  pre-  and 
post-test  periods  include  fall  to  fall 
testing,  fail  to  spring  testing,  and 
spring  to  spring  testing. 

(b)  The  models  compare  the  post¬ 
test  scores  of  Title  I  children  to  an  es¬ 
timate  of  what  their  post-test  scores 
would  be  if  they  had  not  received  Title 
I  services  (“expected  performance'*). 
Each  model  provides  a  different 
method  for  estimating  expected  per¬ 
formance  using  the  scores  of  children 
not  receiving  Title  I  services  who  are 
tested  at  the  same  time  of  year.  With 
any  of  the  three  models,  the  LEA  may 
use  a  test  with  or  without  national 
norms. 

(1)  Norm -Referenced  Model.  An  LEA 
using  the  Norm-Referenced  Model 
shall: 

(1)  Administer  a  pre-  and  post-test  to 
Title  I  children. 

(ii)  Estimate  expected  performance 
using  the  performance  of  children  in  a 
norm  sample  developed  either  locally, 
by  the  SEA.  or  by  a  test  publisher. 

(2)  Comparison  Group  Model.  An 
LEA  using  the  Comparison  Group 
Model  shall: 

(i)  Identify  a  comparison  group  of 
educationally  disadvantaged  children 
who  are  similar  to  Title  I  children  on 
educationally  relevant  criteria  (such  as 
age,  socloeco runic  status,  and  previous 
achievemnent),  and  who  are  not  re¬ 
ceiving  Title  I  or  other  similar  com¬ 
pensatory  education  services. 


(ii)  Administer  a  pre-  and  post-test 
to  both  the  Title  I  children  and  the 
children  in  th  comparison  group. 

(iii)  Estimate  expected  performance 
using  the  test  scores  of  the  children  in 
the  comparison  group. 

(3)  Special  Regression  Model.  An 
LEA  using  the  8pecial  Regression 
Model  shall: 

(1)  Administer  a  pretest  to  a  group  of 
children  In  Title  I  eligible  schools  at 
grade  levels  to  be  served  by  Title  I. 

(ii)  Establish  a  cutoff  score  and  pro¬ 
vide  Title  I  services  to  those  children 
scoring  below  the  cutoff.  Children 
scoring  above  the  cutoff  are  the  com¬ 
parison  group  for  the  evaluation. 

(iii)  Administer  a  post-test  to  both 
groups  and  estimate  expected  per¬ 
formance  using  the  pre-  and  post /test 
scores  for  the  comparison  group. 

(4)  Alternative  models,  (i)  An  LEA 
may  use  an  alternative  to  one  of  the 
three  models  for  the  evaluation  of 
reading,  language  arts,  or  mathematics 
projects  in  grades  2  through  12.  An  al¬ 
ternative  model  would  provide  a 
method  for  estimating  expected  per¬ 
formance  that  differs  from  those  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  three  models.  However, 
use  of  an  alternative  model  must  be 
approved  first  by  the  SEA  and  then  by 
the  Commissioner.  To  be  approved,  an 
alternative  model  must  yield  a  valid 
measure  of: 

(A)  The  title  I  children's  perform¬ 
ance  In  reading,  language  arts  or 
mathematics: 

(B)  Their  expected  performance, 
and 

(C)  The  results  of  the  Title  I  project 
expressed  in  the  common  reporting 
metric  established  by  the  Commission¬ 
er  for  SEA  reporting  (see 
§  116.34(b)(5)). 

(Ii)  An  LEA  (or  an  SEA  acting  at  the 
request  of  one  or  more  LEAs)  may 
submit  a  proposal  requesting  the  Com¬ 
missioner’s  approval  of  an  alternative 
model,  once  it  has  been  approved  by 
the  SEA.  The  proposal  must  indicate 
how  the  alternative  model  meets  the 
three  requirements.  The  Commission¬ 
er  shall  respond  to  the  proposal  in 
writing  within  80  days. 

(Section  L83  of  the  Elementary  and  Second¬ 
ary  Education  Act  as  amended  by  the  Edu¬ 
cation  Amendments  of  1978) 

§  1  lSa.32  Frequency  of  local  educational 
agency  evaluations. 

Each  LEA  shall  evaluate  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  its  Title  I  protects  at  least 
once  ever  three  years,  in  accordance 
with  a  schedule  established  by  the 
Commissioner.  This  evaluation  must 
include  an  assessment  of  achievement 
gains  of  Title  I  children  compared  to 
an  estimate  of  their  expected  perfo¬ 
rmance  in  the  absence  of  Title  I  sevices. 
The  achievement  gains  must  be  meas¬ 
ured  over  a  period  of  approximately 
either  nine  or  twelve  months.  (Exam- 
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pies  of  appropriate  testing  intervals  in¬ 
clude  fall  to  fall  testing,  fall  to  spring 
testing,  and  spring  to  spring  testing.) 
Also,  at  least  once  during  the  three 
year  period,  the  LEA  shall  collect  ad-, 
ditonal  information  needed  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  achievement  gains 
measured  over  nine  or  twelve  months 
are  sustained  over  a  longer  period  of 
time.  (Examples  at  appropriate  testing 
cycles  for  determining  whether  gains 
are  sustained  include  fall-spring-fall 
testing,  fall-fall-fall  testing,  spring- 
fall-spring  testing,  and  spring-spring¬ 
spring  testing.) 

(Section  124  of  the  Elementary  and  Second¬ 
ary  Education  Act  as  amended  by  the  Edu¬ 
cation  Amendments  of  1978) 


§  116a.33  Local  educational  agency  report¬ 
ing. 

(a)  Each  LEA  shall  report  to  the 
SEA  the  results  of  its  evaluations  con¬ 
ducted  in  accordance  with  the  sched¬ 
ule  established  by  the  Commissioner. 
In  reporting  the  results  of  measure¬ 
ments  of  educational  achievement  in 
reading,  language  arts,  or  mathematics 
in  grades  2  through  12,  the  LEA  shall 
use  the  common  reporting  metric  es¬ 
tablished  by  the  Commissioner  unless 
the  SEA  approves  some  other  form  of 
local  reporting.  If  the  SEA  approves 
another  form  of  reporting,  the  LEA 
shall  include  sufficient  information  to 
enable  the  SEA  to  convert  the 
achievement  results  to  the  common 
metric. 

(b)  The  LEA  shall  retain  all  of  the 
data  used  to  develop  its  report  to  the 
SEA  for  a  period  of  five  years  from 
the  date  of  the  report  or  until  any 
pending  Federal  audit  has  been  re¬ 
solved.  The  data  kept  must  include  a 
record  of  all  individual  scores  (with  an 
identifying  code  so  that  pre-  and  post¬ 
test  scores  can  be  matched)  in  reading, 
language  arts,  or  mathematics  in 
grades  2  through  12,  obtained  as  part 
of  the  project  evaluation,  and  the 
name,  form,  and  level  of  any  tests  ad¬ 
ministered. 

(Section  183  of  the  Elementary  and  Second¬ 
ary  Education  Act  as  amended  by  the  Edu¬ 
cation  Amendments  of  1978) 


PROPOSED  RULES 

§  11 6a. 34  State  educational  agency  report¬ 
ing. 

(a)  Each  SEA  shall  submit,  for  the 
approval  of  the  Commissioner,  a  pro¬ 
posed  sampling  plan  designed  to 
ensure  that  a  representative  sample  of 
LEA  evaluations  are  conducted  in  any 
school  year.  The  proposed  plan  shall 
be  developed  according  to  the  sched¬ 
ule  and  criteria  specified  by  the  Com¬ 
missioner. 

(b)  To  provide  nationwide  informa¬ 
tion  about  the  recipients  of  Title  I 
services  and  the  types  of  services  deliv¬ 
ered,  the  SEA  shall  provide  the  follow¬ 
ing  information,  in  its  annual  Per¬ 
formance  Report,  for  all  or  a  repre¬ 
sentative  sample  of  LEAs: 

(1)  For  regular  school  year  or 

summer  projects,  the  number  of  Title 
I  participants  by  type  of  services  re¬ 
ceived; 

(2)  For  regular  school  year  or 

summer  projects,  the  number  of  par¬ 
ticipants,  by  grade,  who  attend  public 
schools; 

(3)  For  regular  school  year  or 

summer  projects,  the  number  of  par¬ 
ticipants,  by  grade,  who  attend  non¬ 
public  schools;  and 

(4)  Other  information  requested  by 
the  Commissioner.  For  example,  infor¬ 
mation  about  Parent  Advisory  Coun¬ 
cils  and  teacher  training  may  be  re¬ 
quested. 

(c)  To  provide  nationwide  informa¬ 
tion  about  the  effectiveness  of  regular 
school  year  projects  offering  instruc¬ 
tional  services  in  reading,  language 
arts,  or  mathematics  in  grades  2 
through  12,  the  SEA  shall  include  in 
its  biennial  evaluation  report  (required 
by  §  116.7(a)(2))  the  following  informa¬ 
tion  for  all  or  a  representative  sample 
of  LEAs: 

(1)  A  Statewide  average,  by  grade 
level,  of  achievement  scores  resulting 
from  Title  I  participation,  expressed  in 
the  common  reporting  metric  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Commissioner; 

(2)  Information  by  grade  level,  relat¬ 
ing  project  levels  of  achievement  gain 
to  the  number  of  hours  of  project  ex¬ 
posure,  the  pupil  per  instructor  ratio 
and  project  enrollment;  and 

(3)  If  applicable,  the  number  of  pro¬ 
jects  excluded  because  of  erroneous  or 
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missing  data  and  the  reasons  for  their 
exclusion. 

(d)  The  SEA  shall  retain  all  the  data 
used  to  develop  its  report  for  a  period 
of  five  years  from  the  date  of  the 
report  or  until  any  pending  Federal 
audit  has  been  resolved. 

(Sections  172  and  183  of  the  Elementary 
and  Secondary  Education  Act  as  amended 
by  the  Education  Amendments  of  1978;  45 
CFR  74.82) 

§  116&.35  Allowable  costs. 

(a)  Title  I  funds  may  be  used  for 
evaluation  activities  needed  to  identify 
specific  project  strengths  and  weak¬ 
nesses,  to  determine  project  results, 
and  to  disseminate  the  results  of  Title 
I  evaluations.  In  addition  to  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  §§  116.40,  116a.22(b)(4) 
(ii)  and  (iii),  and  Appendix  B  of  45 
CFR  100b,  the  following  rules  apply  to 
the  use  of  Title  I  funds  to  support  the 
purchase,  administration,  scoring  and 
analysis  of  evaluation  instruments. 
Except  where  data  meeting  these 
needs  are  already  available.  Title  I 
funds  may  be  used: 

(1)  To  support  the  testing  of  Title  I 
participants  for  evaluation  purposes. 

(2)  In  the  Comparison  Group  Model, 
to  test  educationally  disadvantaged 
children  who  are  at  the  same  grade 
level(s)  as  Title  I  participants,  but  who 
are  not  receiving  Title  I  services. 

(3)  In  the  Special  Regression  Model, 
to  test  children  in  Title  I  eligible 
schools  who  are  at  the  grade  levels 
served  by  Title  I. 

(4)  To  administer  a  nationally 
normed  test  to  all,  or  a  representative 
sample  of,  the  Title  I  participants  to 
permit  conversion  of  the  evaluation  re¬ 
sults  to  the  common  reporting  metric 
when  a  test  without  national  norms 
has  been  used  for  evaluation  purposes. 

(b)  Title  I  funds  may  not  be  used  for 
general  districtwide  or  Statewide  test¬ 
ing  programs,  for  establishing  local  or 
State  norms,  or  for  research  and  devel¬ 
opment  activities,  such  as  the  develop¬ 
ment  and  field  testing  of  new  instru¬ 
ments. 

(Section  183  of  the  Elementary  and  Second¬ 
ary  Education  Act  as  amended  by  the  Edu¬ 
cation  Amendments  of  1978) 
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